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lowered enough to suit the less elastic svstera oh colk-di:,::."    He ^VLS
on to argue, however, that though Icind revenue is * ot:cn :.n occ^i^r.
of borrowing ', it ' is not a primary ciuse oi debt'.    But this is dis::rv::i x:
without difference.    The distinction ben-.'een original and aggrava:::^-
cause does not appear to be scientific.    Y/hat -^e T;,*ant to know is whe:h:;
an alleged cause is a real cause.    A person may be already burdened,, say.
with ancestral debt,, and he may aggravate his indebtedness by borrowii.z
for extravagant expenditure on a rnarria^L- ceremony but this should, r.ot
debar one Iron: describing the expenditure on the marriage cereir.onv
as a cause of indebtedness.   All borrowing vrhich is due to the perversity
of the ryot himself, or the unjust exactions of the sahukar, or occasions.!!;,
01 the Government themselves, whenever their land revenue policy is CG'j
h:rsh, must bi regarded as a cause of indebtedness.    Further, it is argued
that the reduction of land revenue would not reduce debt because V>ery
blessing is neutralized by an increase of DOpmation \-    Xow this may
or may not be a good reason for reducing the burden of assessment,
but it ceitairdy does not afford a valid ground for holding that heavy
assessment cannot be considered a cause of debt.    The argument we
are criticizing does not really deny ihat the land revenue ma}   be  a
cause of indebtedness ; it merely sugqests that if it is removed, another
cause,   namely.  Increase  of  population,  will  supervene.    Unrestricted
breeding may neutralize  the beneficial  effect of the abolition o: an
oppressive system, of taxation,  as indeed it may neutralize the eneci
of the removal of any abuse whatsoever, but this does not prove that a
heavy land tax is not a rera causa ot indebtedness.    There have been
periods   during   which   it   has   by   universal   acknowledgement   been
excessive, for example, in the Beccan so long as the Pringle Settlement
was in force. Again, in working the system of suspensions and remissions,
a proper understanding of the ryot's position has not always been display-
ed.    Even at the present dine, in spite of numerous amendments and
improvements which the land revenue system as a whole has undergone,
individual cases of unduly harsh treatment, for which there is no effective
svstem of obtaining redress, can be shown to occur.
In so far as these defects have been operative in the past and srill
persist,3 ii is not unreasonable to include them among the causes of in-
debtedness. However, having regard to the fact that the land revenue
amounts to perhaps one-seventeenth or less of the total rural indebtedness
and further bearing in mind that not the whole of the levy can be consi-
dered as a removable cause of the indebtedness., only a minor place can be
1 See M.   L.   Darling,  op.  cit., p.  231.
3 ibid.,   p.   232.
3 The Bardoli Inquiry (1929") gave rise to the strong suspicion that the actual
operation of the present land revenue system is more burdensome and inequitable
than was imagined. Moreover, the acute agricultural depression after 1929 greatly
increased the real burden of land revenue, making relief necessary in many areas.